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 you thinking. It deserves to be widely read?it sold out at its first public appearance
 (the January '83 MAA meeting).
 Any call for major change provokes a host of objections. Here are a few for this
 Proposition:
 (1) Who needs this discrete mathematics? Isn't it just for computer science
 students? Aren't they being well enough served by the Discrete Structures courses
 which have been designed for them? As for other students who want discrete math,
 aren't they well enough served by either the precalculus Finite Math course or an
 upperclass combinatorics course?
 (2) If discrete math is to be fitted into the first two years, some calculus and
 linear algebra will have to be postponed or dropped. Efforts have been made to
 condense the calculus sequence before?unsuccessfully.
 (3) Many departments in other disciplines (including social sciences) require a
 year of calculus as a prerequisite for their majors. If calculus is that important in all
 these fields, how can one think of demoting it? Engineers and physicists, in
 particular, need lots of calculus and need it early.
 (4) Any attempt to change the college curriculum will wreak havoc on the
 interface with high schools. A Calculus Advanced Placement course is the capstone
 of secondary mathematics.
 (5) Finite math courses have been around since Kemeny, Snell and Thompson's
 book was developed in the late '50s. It never caught on as a mainstream course.
 Why should it now?
 (6) If the amount of calculus in the first two years of the curriculum is reduced,
 will students develop the same degree of mathematical maturity?
 (7) Even if all of the above objections are invalid, is not the traditional calculus
 sequence entrenched? How could one possibly bring about a major overhaul of the
 mathematics curriculum?
 The great value of this book is that it wrestles with all these objections and more.
 Although the conferees were all sympathetic to the Proposition, they were not
 blindly sympathetic. Through the selection of conferees and topics for papers, the
 organizers saw to it that a wide range of concerns was discussed.
 Several papers concern the mathematical needs of students in specific majors:
 engineering, social science, computer science, business management, statistics?even
 pure mathematics. One paper describes how symbolic manipulation software
 (MACSYMA, Mu-Math) may allow the time devoted to calculus to be shortened.
 There are papers discussing the effects a new curriculum would have on two-year
 colleges, advanced placement students, and teacher training. Other papers discuss
 subject matter for new courses. At the end of the conference, workshops made a
 first stab at writing more detailed syllabi. One workshop outlined two separate
 1-year courses; another an integrated 2-year program. There is a paper on mathe?
 matical maturity and how it seems to develop. Another paper deals with the
 increased role problem-solving and modeling might play in the revamped curricu?
 lum. And there is a paper by Kemeny himself on "Finite Mathematics?Then and
 Now." Some papers contain suggestions on how to address institutional obstacles.
 Finally (actually first), there is an overview article by Ralston summarizing the
 arguments pro and con for a new curriculum.
 Each paper is followed by a summary of the discussion about it which took place
 at the conference. Additionally, many authors made revisions after the conference.
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 Clearly a lot of thought went into the volume. Even the cover design is thoughtful?
 a sigma superimposed on an integral sign; or is the integral sign on top?
 All right, so what are the answers to all the objections? I won't tell you! Read the
 book! No one involved would claim that it contains all the answers, but one comes
 away feeling that the proposition has a strong case?strong enough that the Sloan
 Foundation went ahead and funded a number of proposals for pilot curriculum
 programs.
 Stephen B. Maurer
 Swarthmore College and the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation
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